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Abstract
This brief presents the results of a partnering survey designed to measure the partnering power of
each health, education, and social service non‐profit in southern Nevada indicated by the connections
between these organizations. The survey documents which organizations engaged in the most
partnering, increasing the potential that they could better leverage investments and philanthropy
through their social network. University of Nevada Las Vegas (UNLV), United Way of Southern
Nevada(UWSN), HELP of Southern Nevada, Catholic Charities, Three Square, the Clark County School
District, Goodwill of Southern Nevada, and Opportunity Village consistently ranked highly in terms of
overall participation and activity, influence, access to information and resources, and ability to
mobilize the non‐profit community. There were also a number of smaller organizations that we found
to be important brokers and connectors, and these organizations can be used as models for improving
the capacity of lower‐budget and lesser‐resourced organizations in the community.1

Introduction and Summary of
Findings
Many of the economic, social, and
demographic issues facing southern Nevada
are dynamic and interrelated, requiring a
coordinated approach on the part of southern
Nevada’s non‐profit community. The
coordination of services, skills, and talents
enables community needs to be addressed in
ways that exceed the scope and capacity of
any single organization. With the increasing
desire of funding organizations to support
collaborative efforts, maintaining sustainable
1 Please

connections between southern Nevada’s non‐
profit organizations is needed now more than
ever.
This is the first comprehensive study of
southern Nevada’s health, education, and
social service non‐profit network. Via a web‐
based survey of nearly 300 executive
directors and other leaders of health,
education, and social service related non‐
profit organizations in Clark County, we were
able to conduct a social network analysis to
identify the structure of the non‐profit
network as well as the positions of individual
organizations within that network.

refer to the full report for the qualitative responses.
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We found that southern Nevada’s non‐profit
network is not dense, due in part to the vast
size of the network (460 organizations were
identified). The largest organizations are well
connected, but there are opportunities for
developing more connections across
organizations of all sizes and sectors. Our
findings show that the average organization
is connected with ten other non‐profit
organizations in southern Nevada, but there
are also a number of isolates (i.e., completely
disconnected organizations).
In terms of overall participation and activity,
influence, access to information and
resources, and ability to mobilize the non‐
profit community, University of Nevada Las
Vegas, United Way of Southern Nevada, HELP
of Southern Nevada, Catholic Charities, Three
Square, the Clark County School District,
Goodwill of Southern Nevada, and
Opportunity Village consistently ranked
highly. However, there were also a number of
smaller organizations that we found to be
important brokers and connectors, and these
organizations can be used as models for
helping to build the capacity of lower‐budget
and lesser‐resourced organizations in the
community.
When asked about barriers to collaboration,
survey respondents indicated lack of funding
and resources, perceptions of territoriality
and competition, the need for training,
concern about lack of data availability and
usage, the desire for more networking
opportunities, and critiques of leadership.

Motivation and Purpose
There is a need within southern Nevada to
manage non‐profit organizations efficiently
and effectively and to augment non‐profit
organizations’ abilities to build adaptive
programs, successfully compete for federal
and foundational grant funding, and
effectively serve the residents of southern
Nevada. To date, no systematic study
explored collaborations among southern
Nevada’s non‐profit organizations. Evidence
generated through this project can help guide
the development of optimal strategies to
improve non‐profit organizational
cooperation, collaboration, and performance
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related to social, health, and educational
outcomes.
This project identifies the structure of
nonprofit health, education, and social service
networks with a special emphasis on
identifying the nonprofit “leaders” in
southern Nevada. Nonprofit leaders are those
who influence the opinions, motivations,
and/or behaviors of other organizations and
stakeholders. These are the agencies that
“make things happen.” Leadership, most often
discussed in the context of individual opinion
leadership and the diffusion of innovations
model can be applied to the nonprofit sector
to identify which organizations are the most
active within southern Nevada’s nonprofit
network, which organizations have the
greatest access to information and resources,
and which organizations can serve as
brokers, intermediaries, and innovators of
development and change.

Research Methods
Sample and Research Tools: The primary
research tool used in this study was a web‐
based survey administered to Executive
Directors and other leaders of health,
education, and social service non‐profit
organizations located in Clark County,
Nevada. The survey and research plan were
developed via a collaborative effort between
the study’s principal investigator, The Lincy
Institute Scholars, and the Executive Director
of The Lincy Institute. The research protocol
was approved by the University of Nevada,
Las Vegas Institutional Review Board (IRB).
Analysis: Social network analysis (SNA) is a
distinctive method designed to map, measure,
and analyze the complex relationships that
occur between people, groups, and
organizations. Using mathematical algorithms
and appropriate software designed
specifically for network analysis, we can
examine information and resource flows,
levels of cooperation and collaboration, and
overall patterns of relationships between
non‐profit organizations and how those
patterns facilitate or constrain the overall
functioning of southern Nevada’s non‐profit
network. Accordingly, in addition to basic
statistics describing the sample, we have

provided the results of our network analyses,
including sociograms (Moreno & Jennings,
1934) and sociometric statistics that describe
the network positions of selected individual
organizations (e.g., organizational centrality)
as well as characteristics of the entire non‐
profit network (e.g., network density).

Organizational Characteristics
We asked respondents to identify some
characteristics about their organizations,
including years of operation, number of
employees, annual operating budget, and
types of services provided. When a
respondent did not identify the start year of
the organization, we attempted to locate that
information via the organization’s webpage
or GuideStar. The sample sizes vary across
each of the figures below due to a varying
non‐response rate on each of the items.

Figure 2 Annual Operating Budget, N=291

Most organizations are also quite small; more
than half of respondents (53.8%) reported
having 10 or fewer employees. About 12% of
organizations employed 11‐30 people, 9.3%
employ 31‐50, and just under a quarter of
organizations employ 51 people or more (see
Figure 3 below).

As shown in Figure 1, the non‐profit
community in southern Nevada is young;
47.5% of organizations were started in 2000
or later. Over 78% of health, education, and
social service non‐profit organizations in
southern Nevada are under 35 years old.

Figure 3 Number of Employees, N=290

Social Network Analysis

Figure 1 Year Organization Began, N=387

Most organizations operate with small
budgets (under $1,000,000), as shown in
Figure 2 below. 34% of respondents indicated
that their annual operating budget is less than
$250,000 with another 13.7% reporting an
operating budget of $250,000‐500,000.
However, nearly 20% of respondents
reported annual operating budgets of
$5,000,000 or more. These are often
government organizations, funders, and the
largest private non‐profit organizations.

Social network analysis provides information
about both the structure of the non‐profit
network as a whole as well as the positions of
individual organizations within the network.
Network analysis enables us to determine the
most well‐connected and influential
organizations within a network as well as the
overall cohesiveness of the network. To
assess the health, education, and social
service non‐profit network structure, we
asked respondents to list up to 20 southern
Nevada non‐profit organizations with which
they were most connected. We indicated that
the organizations listed could be private or
local/state government organizations but
specified that they must be located in
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southern Nevada and must be in the health,
social services, or educational fields. Some
examples of connections were: having a
formal Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU), sharing personnel, volunteers, space
or data, referring clients, receiving client
referrals, receiving funding, providing
funding, having board members in common,
participating in common projects or
initiatives, collaborating on grant proposals,
and co‐sponsoring events. Respondents could
also type in other ways in which they were
connected that were not listed on the survey.

Figure 4 represents a sociogram (graphical

presentation of connections) (Moreno &
Jennings, 1934) of the entire health,
education, and social service non‐profit
network in southern Nevada, with larger
circles representing a greater number of
connections. Circles are also color coded
based upon sector (private, government,
faith‐based, and philanthropic).

Figure 4 Sociogram of Connections between Health, Education, and Social Service Non‐profit
Organizations in Southern NV

The second application of social network
analysis in this project was to help us
understand the roles and positions of
individual organizations within the overall
network. The position of an organization
within the network determines its capacity to
access knowledge and resources, spread that
knowledge efficiently, and control the flow of
information and resources. Ultimately, the
organizations that score the highest on
several key network measures are considered
to be the most active and influential within
the overall system.
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There are a number of ways to describe an
organization’s participation within,
importance to, or influence over the overall
network. The most common measures of
centrality are degree, eigenvector,
betweenness, and closeness. Networks with
more central structures have greater capacity
to coordinate other organizations and
provide rapid response to new opportunities.
They also have greater capacity to anticipate
and cope with uncertainties and challenges
(Blanchet & James, 2011).

Degree Centrality – How popular is
your organization?
One of the most common ways to measure
network centrality is via degree centrality.
Degree centrality is simply the number of
immediate contacts an organization has in the
overall network. Degree centrality is viewed
as the organization’s level of involvement or
activity in the network and characterizes the
extent to which an organization can be
considered to be a major channel for
information. Organizations with high degree
centrality are involved with many other

organizations and thus have the potential to
obtain and disseminate information and
resources quickly. A list of the 20
organizations with the highest degree
centrality is presented in Table 1 with the
overall number of ties (connections with
other organizations) and the standardized
measure that represents the proportion of
connections the organization has out of all
possible connections.
Figure 5 below presents a sociogram of these
20 organizations with the highest degree
centrality scores.

Table 1 Degree Centrality ‐ Top 20 Organizations

Organization

Degree Centrality
(Number of Ties)

Standardized Degree
Centrality

UNLV

97

0.213

United Way of Southern Nevada

82

0.180

HELP of Southern Nevada

73

0.160

Catholic Charities

72

0.158

Three Square

70

0.154

Clark County School District

66

0.145

Opportunity Village

55

0.121

Goodwill of Southern Nevada

50

0.110

Clark County Family Services

41

0.090

Clark County Social Services

41

0.090

Boys and Girls Clubs of Las Vegas

40

0.088

The Shade Tree

39

0.086

Las Vegas Urban League

38

0.083

Nevada Partners

38

0.083

Nevada PEP

38

0.083

Southern Nevada Health District

37

0.081

MGM Resorts Foundation

37

0.081

City of Las Vegas

36

0.079

Legal Aid Center of Southern Nevada

36

0.079

Safe Nest

35

0.077

We can see that the private
non‐profit organizations are the most
represented with 11 organizations while the
faith‐based organizations are the least
represented with only one organization
(Catholic Charities). Overall, the top 20 most
connected organizations are also well
connected with each other.

UNLV, for example, is directly connected to
11 of these organizations, and Three Square
and Catholic Charities are directly connected
to 14 organizations each. Every organization
within the top 20 can either directly reach
each other or reach each other indirectly
through a path through one or two other
organizations.
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Figure 5 Sociogram of Connections between the 20 Most Connected Organizations
red=private; blue=government; green=funders; pink=faith‐based

Eigenvector Centrality – How
popular are your friends?
In addition to how many connections an
organization has, it is also important to be
connected to the “right” organizations. That
is, an organization increases its centrality in
the network and its ability to obtain
information and resources if it is connected to
other organizations that have numerous
connections. In a childhood friendship circle,
this would be a friendship with the most
popular kids. This measure is referred to as
eigenvector centrality.
Organizations with a high number of ties
sometimes also have high eigenvector
centrality scores, but not always. For
example, although The Salvation Army and
Communities in Schools Nevada were not in
the top 20 for degree centrality, there did rate
highly on eigenvector centrality. Thus, while
those organizations themselves do not have
the same high number of connections as
UNLV or United Way, for example, they are
connected to well‐connected organizations,
affording them access to information and
resources.
Table 2 lists the 20 organizations with the
highest eigenvector centrality.
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Table 2 Eigenvector Centrality ‐ Top 20
Organizations

Organization
United Way of SN
UNLV
Three Square
HELP of Southern NV
Catholic Charities
Clark County School District
Goodwill of Southern NV
Opportunity Village
Las Vegas Urban League
Boys and Girls Clubs of LV
City of Las Vegas
Clark County Social Services
The Salvation Army Southern NV
Nevada Partners
Vegas PBS
Communities in School NV
The Shade Tree
MGM Resorts Foundation
Clark County Family Services
City of North Las Vegas

Eigenvector
Centrality
0.239
0.222
0.218
0.216
0.214
0.186
0.161
0.151
0.144
0.142
0.141
0.127
0.122
0.121
0.120
0.118
0.115
0.114
0.105
0.101

Betweenness Centrality – Where is
the organization located in the
network?
Where an organization is located in the non‐
profit network is also important. An
organization that is situated between
disconnected organizations can serve as an
intermediary or an information and resource
broker. This placement affords the
organization certain advantages and power
because it can control the flow of information
and resources. If an organization rests
between many other organizations in the
network, that organization can greatly
influence the network by being an effective
messenger of information. This type of
network centrality is referred to as
betweenness centrality. Research indicates
that betweenness centrality best captures the
most important actors in a network – the
non‐profit leaders or most influential
organizations (Freeman, 1979; Wasserman &
Faust, 1994)
Table 3 Freeman’s Betweenness Centrality ‐ Top 20
Organizations

Organization
UNLV
United Way of SN
HELP of Southern Nevada
Opportunity Village
Catholic Charities
Three Square
Clark County School District
The Shade Tree
Goodwill of Southern Nevada
Nevada PEP
Clark County Family Services
MGM Resorts Foundation
SN Health District
Westcare Foundation
Legal Aid Center of SN
Nevada State College
NV Health Division & Division
of Mental Health Serv.
Clark County Social Services
USO Las Vegas
Nevada GIVES

Betweenness
Centrality
12.254
8.007
6.911
5.449
5.329
5.197
5.119
2.682
2.596
2.371
2.232
2.216
2.159
2.134
2.083
1.990

An organization with a high betweenness
centrality score can be considered a bridging
organization.
If that organization was removed from the
network, the network would become
disconnected or in the most extreme case it
could collapse. Table 3 lists the 20
organizations with the highest betweenness
centrality scores.

Closeness Centrality – How
independent is the organization?
Closeness centrality emphasizes an
organization’s independence. An organization
that is close to many other organizations is
very independent because it can quickly
reach out to many others without needing to
rely much on intermediaries or brokers.
These organizations can also quickly mobilize
others in the network because they can more
easily reach out to many organizations than
can more disconnected organizations.
Researchers have linked closeness centrality
with the ability to easily access information in
a network (Leavitt, 1951) and with having
power and influence over the network
(Coleman 1973; Friedkin, 1991). Table 4 lists
the 20 organizations with the highest
closeness centrality scores.

Predicting Centrality
After calculating the most common centrality
scores for each organization, we merged
those scores with data collected from the
organizations or information we could find
online about their size, budget, age, and types
of services provided. With that information,
we are able to predict the types of
organizations that should have high centrality
scores. In other words, what organizational
characteristics are associated with degree,
eigenvector, betweenness, and closeness
centrality?

1.977
1.961
1.900
1.881

Note: Normalized Values
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Table 4 Closeness Centrality ‐ Top 20 Organizations

Organization
United Way of SN
UNLV
HELP of Southern Nevada
Three Square
Catholic Charities
Clark County School District
Opportunity Village
Goodwill of SN
MGM Resorts Foundation
Salvation Army SN
Las Vegas Urban League
City of Las Vegas
Clark County Family Services
Clark County Social Services
Legal Aid Center of SN
Boy and Girls Clubs of LV
Vegas PBS
The Shade Tree
Nevada GIVES
Communities in Schools of NV

Closeness
Centrality
8.318
8.308
8.292
8.276
8.270
8.240
8.221
8.187
8.152
8.143
8.141
8.134
8.133
8.133
8.133
8.131
8.123
8.121
8.117
8.115

Note: Normalized Values

The results of bivariate correlation analyses
show that there are significant positive
relationships between organization age,
number of employees, annual budget and
centrality scores.
On average, older and larger organizations, in
terms of both number of employees and
budget, have greater centrality in the
network, including greater activity, influence,
power, and access to knowledge and
resources. Overall, there is a negative
relationship between being a private non‐
profit organization and each of the centrality
scores, but this is largely because there are so
many private non‐profit organizations with
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only one or two connections, and those
outnumber the handful of private non‐profit
organizations with a large number of
connections. Finally, being a government non‐
profit organization has a positive relationship
with degree, eigenvector, and betweenness
centrality, while there is no relationship
between being a funder or faith‐based
organization and centrality scores.
Accordingly, we calculated the predicted (i.e.
expected) centrality measures for all the
organizations with complete age, budget, and
employee number information. There were
276 such organizations. After calculating the
expected values, we compared those to the
measured centrality measures values. Some
organizations performed better than
expected and some performed worse than
expected in each centrality measure.
We ranked the over‐performing
organizations using the relative difference
formula (i.e., the difference between the
measured and the expected score relative to
the expected score, which takes the size of the
expected score into account). Tables 5
through 8 display the top 10 over‐performing
organizations in each centrality measure.
Among the under‐performing organizations,
some defaulted to this category because their
main areas of operation are not health,
education, or social services. However, some
organizations are under‐performing despite
the fact that they operate in one or more of
those areas and that their budget, age, and
number of employees predict them to have
high centrality scores. Two of those
organizations are University of Nevada
Cooperative Extension (Degree Centrality –
Expected: 25.550, Measured: 4) and Cure 4
the Kids Foundation (Degree Centrality –
Expected: 24.627, Measured: 5)

Table 5 Degree Centrality ‐ Top 10 Over‐Performing Organizations

Organization
UNLV
United Way of Southern Nevada
Nevada GIVES
MGM Resorts Foundation
Nevada Partners
HELP of Southern Nevada
Catholic Charities
Three Square
Family Ties of Nevada
Nevada Homeless Alliance

Expected
23.318
20.046
7.449
10.291
11.671
23.701
23.426
23.021
7.548
7.565

Measured
97
82
30
37
38
73
72
70
22
22

Relative Diff.
3.160
3.091
3.027
2.595
2.256
2.080
2.074
2.041
1.915
1.908

Measured
0.093
0.239
0.114
0.077
0.121
0.071
0.218
0.222
0.214
0.216

Relative Diff.
3.905
3.135
3.123
2.988
2.795
2.658
2.285
2.229
2.138
2.136

Table 6 Eigenvector Centrality ‐ Top 10 Over‐Performing Organizations

Organization
Nevada GIVES
United Way of Southern Nevada
MGM Resorts Foundation
Nevada Homeless Alliance
Nevada Partners
Nevada Public Education Foundation
Three Square
UNLV
Catholic Charities
HELP of Southern Nevada

Expected
0.019
0.058
0.028
0.019
0.032
0.019
0.066
0.069
0.068
0.069

Table 7 Freeman’s Betweenness Centrality ‐ Top 10 Over‐Performing Organizations

Organization
UNLV
USO Las Vegas
United Way of Southern Nevada
Nevada GIVES
SHARE
MGM Resorts Foundation
Action Red
R&R Partners Foundation
Family Ties of Nevada
HELP of Southern Nevada

Expected
1.134
0.229
0.988
0.236
0.267
0.375
0.232
0.241
0.253
1.193

Measured
12.254
1.900
8.007
1.881
1.625
2.216
1.353
1.405
1.479
6.911

Relative Diff.
9.801
7.296
7.107
6.955
5.087
4.912
4.843
4.841
4.835
4.791
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Table 8 Closeness Centrality ‐ Top 10 Over‐Performing Organizations

Organization
Hear the Cry
Emergency Aid of Boulder City
Hope of Nevada
Nevada Partners
Nevada GIVES
Junior League
Nevada Public Education Foundation
The Adoption Exchange
Nevada Homeless Alliance
Progressive Choices

Expected
6.676
6.766
6.679
7.125
7.221
7.058
7.184
7.165
7.197
6.964

Measured
7.831
7.917
7.787
8.111
8.117
7.922
8.028
7.971
8.003
7.724

Relative Diff.
0.173
0.170
0.166
0.138
0.124
0.122
0.117
0.113
0.112
0.109

Identifying Opinion Leaders
In addition to asking survey respondents to
identify the organizations with which their
organizations were connected, we also asked
them to identify up to 10 people whom they
perceive to be the leaders and/or connectors
of the non‐profit community of southern
Nevada. We specified that these are the
people to whom an executive director,
program coordinator, etc., might turn for
advice, expertise, assistance, or collaboration
when opportunities for funding or

programmatic improvement arose. A total of
569 people were identified. Most of those
people (73%, N=414) were identified only
once. Cass Palmer and Stacey Wedding were
identified the most frequently at 26 times
each. The word cloud below (Figure 6)
identifies the people who were most
commonly listed as opinion leaders with
larger font sizes indicating more times
identified.

Figure 6 Word Map of Opinion Leaders
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Barriers to Collaboration

Conclusion

We asked respondents to rank the most
important barriers they see to collaborating
with other non‐profit organizations on a five‐
item scale from greatest barrier to lowest
barrier. The results of the ranking are
presented in Figure 7.

Southern Nevada is an ever‐changing
community with a diverse set of social,
economic, and demographic challenges. No
single organization is able to deal with these
challenges effectively. A coordinated
approach to service delivery can have many
advantages for the residents of southern
Nevada, as well as the employees of non‐
profit organizations themselves. Such
advantages include the coming together of
diverse stakeholders with differing
perspectives, the pooling of tangible and
information‐based resources, the sharing of
ideas and strategies, the diversification of
talents and capabilities, reductions in overlap
in services and the coordination of existing
services, research and analyses that are
broader in scope and more expansive in
detail than those done by a single
organization, and a unique chance to better
understand other organizations in our
community. Collaboration does not come
without challenges, however. Successful
collaborations demand clear communication
between organizations, a mutually beneficial
and well‐defined relationship, a commitment
to mutual goals and objectives, shared
responsibility, mutual authority,
accountability and respect, and the sharing of
resources and rewards (Parkinson, 2013).

Figure 7 Perceived Barriers to Collaboration (%),
N=217

In addition to asking about barriers, we asked
respondents to indicate their perspectives
about the capacity of the health, education,
and social service non‐profit community to
effectively secure grant funding. A bar graph
showing the percentage of respondents who
reported that the overall capacity was
excellent, good, fair, and poor is displayed in
Figure 8.

We hope that this study can serve as a
starting point for a larger discussion about
southern Nevada’s non‐profit community, the
capacity of our organizations to successfully
compete for funding and serve clients, and
strategies for improving collaboration and
making southern Nevada a better place for
our residents to live, work, and play.

Figure 8 Perceived Capacity of the Southern Nevada
Non‐Profits to Successfully Compete for Funding;
N=240
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opportunities. UNLV is dedicated to developing and supporting the human capital, regional
infrastructure, and economic diversification that Nevada needs for a sustainable future. For more
information, visit: http://www.unlv.edu/
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About The Lincy Institute
Established in 2009, The Lincy Institute conducts and supports research that focuses on improving
Nevada’s health, education, and social services. This research will be used to build capacity for
service providers and enhance efforts to draw state and federal money to the greater Las Vegas.
The Lincy Institute will also highlight key issues that affect public policy and quality‐of‐life
decisions on behalf of children, seniors, and families in. Robert E. Lang, Ph.D. serves as the
Institute’s Executive Director. To learn more visit: http://www.unlv.edu/lincyinstitute
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